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1. Introduction
In the European Union (EU), movements on behalf of consumers
and farmers have increasingly called upon EU institutions to adopt
regulatory and agricultural subsidy frameworks that help sustain local
food networks and other alternatives to conventional and industrialized
agriculture (EPRS, 2016; Kneafsey et al., 2013). With debates about the
future of the EU’s Common Agricultural Policy after 2020 currently
taking place, the newly convened International Panel of Experts on
Sustainable Food Systems has also called for the creation of a new EUwide Common Food Policy that would support alternative food systems
that beneﬁt both farmers and consumers by integrating policies on
healthy diets with those that support farmer livelihoods (IPES-FOOD,
2017). In both popular and scholarly discussions on alternative food
systems, supply chains based on direct marketing are a central focus
because of their presumed advantages for both consumers and farmers:
through direct marketing, consumers are able to procure fresh and local
produce, while farmers are able to surpass intermediaries and therefore
receive higher prices (EPRS, 2016).
Academic researchers have analyzed direct marketing channels that
bring together consumers and farmers in face-to-face relationships
through such mechanisms as farmers’ markets and box schemes, labeling them as “Alternative Food Networks” (AFNs), a term meant to
capture the distinctiveness of these networks in comparison with
elongated and less embedded conventional and mainstream food marketing channels (Goodman and Goodman, 2007; Grasseni, 2013;
Holloway and Kneafsey, 2000; Sage, 2007; Venn et al., 2006). According to Maye and Kirwan (2010): “AFNs constitute organized ﬂows
of food products that connect people who are concerned with the
morals of their consumption practices in some way with those who
want a better price for their food” (1). While AFNs may be spatially
extended (Marsden et al., 2000), in the European context, the term is
used as a synonym for short food supply chains that bring consumers
and farmers or other producers in direct contact with each other such as
through farmers’ markets, box schemes, Community Supported Agriculture (CSA), solidarity purchasing groups or farm stands (Dansero and
Pettenati, 2015).
Because they foster more direct links between producers and consumers, scholars contend that AFNs may be more sustainable and

resilient than conventional supply chains that also supply organic, local
or high quality food (Watts et al., 2005). In fact, according to Renting
et al. (2003), they “may hold some of the keys to future developments
of European farming in a context where existing support measures are
increasingly under debate in view of the present WTO (World Trade
Organisation) round, CAP (Common Agricultural Policy) reform, and
the enlargement of the European Union” (408). Although AFNs may be
part of a new ‘sustainable rural development paradigm’ in Western
Europe (Sonnino and Marsden, 2006), in Eastern Europe, AFNs have
only recently gained greater attention (Balázs, 2012; Balázs et al., 2016;
Benedek and Balázs, 2016; Grivins and Tisenkopfs, 2015; Mincyte,
2012; Spilková et al., 2013; Spilková and Perlín, 2013; Syrovátková,
2016; Syrovátková et al., 2015; Zagata, 2012). On average, in Eastern
Europe, a greater proportion of the population is engaged in agriculture, but rural areas are still plagued by a variety of problems, including high rates of outmigration, poverty, and social exclusion
(Alanen, 2004). Therefore, there is a signiﬁcant need to identify and
apply innovative rural development models in this region.
As an Eastern European EU member state since 2004, Lithuania has
beneﬁted from the same EU rural development and agricultural subsidies that have encouraged the growth of AFNs in Western Europe.
However, AFNs in Lithuania have a long history that predate EU accession; in Soviet Lithuania, collective farm workers sold surplus from
their subsidiary plots through AFNs, and in the 1990s, AFNs were a
crucial marketing channel for numerous small-scale farmers (Mincyte,
2009, 2011). Since 2008, however, the swift growth in the number of
farmers’ markets has encouraged more large-scale farmers to market
through AFNs, leading to competition between farmers (Blumberg,
2015). While conducting in-depth interviews with 20 farmers and
participant observation in AFNs in Lithuania over the course of several
months from 2009 to 2013, I found that AFNs provided a sustainable
livelihood for some farmers, while other farmers stopped marketing
through AFNs (Blumberg, 2014). AFNs were clearly providing an income-generating strategy for some farmers, but the existing research on
AFNs had not provided a framework to explain their success and the
failure of others.
Although the relationship between AFNs and the revitalization and
maintenance of rural livelihoods is widely assumed to be positive
(Renting et al., 2003; Van Der Ploeg et al., 2000), this claim is less
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come mostly from several case studies in Western Europe that have
relied on the farming systems approach and conventions theory as a
conceptual basis (Ilbery and Maye, 2005; Marsden et al., 2000; Van Der
Ploeg, 2000). The starting point for much of this research, a comparison
between AFNs with existing conventional food networks, reﬂects the
historical agricultural geography of alternative food in Western Europe:
many farms involved in AFNs converted from conventional production
when confronted with the cost/price squeeze of the 1990s (Van Der
Ploeg et al., 2000). During this period, input costs increased while
farmgate prices decreased, causing a strain on farmer livelihoods. Instead of abandoning farming as a source of livelihood, something that
experts had predicted, many farming households responded by reorienting their activities towards multiple farm and non-farm income
sources, what came to be known as “pluriactivity” (Marsden, 1990).
One segment of households in particular started to create new supply
chains, or AFNs, focused on delivering quality produce more directly to
consumers. As a result, they were able to sustain their livelihoods, while
also contributing to the broader economy (Van Der Ploeg et al., 2000).
Speciﬁc case studies of AFNs, such as the emergence and success of
the Llyn Beef cooperative in the United Kingdom (UK), have provided
an example of such a revived rural geography (Marsden et al., 2000).
Originating from the combined pressures of falling beef prices and
declining consumer conﬁdence, beef farmers on the Llyn peninsula in
Wales formed a cooperative to improve ﬁnancial returns and ensure
that consumers receive a quality and fully traceable product. By
branding Welsh beef and ensuring that the brand represented high
standards of quality and animal welfare, Llyn Beef was able to bring
considerable ﬁnancial rewards to its members with relatively few additional costs (Marsden et al., 2000). The case demonstrates how value
can be generated at the farm-scale and that new supply chains can be
successfully created, even by groups of formerly “powerless” producers
operating in the mass industrial food system (Marsden et al., 2000,
435).
More comprehensive evidence of the value added by AFNs has come
from subsequent research (Renting et al., 2003). Using national-scale
statistics on Net Value Added (NVA) to the agricultural sector, Renting
et al. (2003) argue that AFNs in seven Western European countries have
demonstrated the ability to add additional value over conventional
agricultural production. The concept of “value-added” has a number of
meanings and usages, but there are only two that are used in this article. First is the concept of Gross Value Added (GVA), and second is the
notion of value-added agriculture. GVA is a widely used quantitative
calculation of the total output minus the cost of intermediate inputs for
any given economic unit, such as a nation-state, region, sector or ﬁrm.
Net Value Added further factors in the cost of depreciation. European
statistics on NVA are compiled and analyzed by the EU’s Farm Accountancy Data Network (FADN, 2017), and EU institutional analyses
of rural development frequently utilize these ﬁgures (European
Commission, 2017). Conversely, value-added agricultural products are
raw agricultural commodities that have undergone some sort of change,
such as jams made from berries, cheeses, or even braided garlic. This
term may be used without any conﬁrmation that the change applied to
the raw input actually yielded a greater return on investment.
Renting et al. (2003) used “the additional net value added generated
on top of conventional agricultural production (ΔNVA)” in order to
measure the rural development gains of Short Food Supply Chains when
compared “to more conventional, productivist development trajectories” (405). While the types of supply chains they studied were diverse, ranging from quality products to organic farming, the authors
found that “direct selling” (such as on-farm sales, CSAs, farmers’ markets) contributed the greatest net value added (Renting et al., 2003).
The estimation of NVA provides a general quantitative indication of
the economic beneﬁt of alternative food networks to the agricultural
sector. However, this quantitative indicator only has a limited potential
to assess the variegated impacts of AFNs for diﬀerent producer groups,
and it does not provide a detailed understanding of local economic

frequently demonstrated empirically, and recent research outside of
Europe has begun to reveal that participation in AFNs does not always
bring lucrative outcomes for farmers (Galt, 2013). In a nationwide
survey of United States (US) farmers, Uematsu and Mishra (2011) found
a negative association between selling at farmers’ markets and farm
income. Galt’s (2013) research on California CSAs showed that some
farms proﬁt through CSAs, while others function only by exploiting
themselves and forgoing an income. In the US, the number of farmers
participating in AFNs is growing but the value of direct-marketing sales
has remained stable over recent years, which suggests heightened
competition between farmers for the same markets (Low et al., 2015).
Given this competitive environment, it is unclear whether AFNs are
able to secure livelihoods for all producers. With increased policy
support for AFNs, it is important to understand which farmers are
beneﬁting from the growth of AFNs and why. My objective in this article is to provide a framework to understand diverging outcomes for
producers in AFNs in Lithuania.
I begin this article by examining existing approaches to the study of
AFNs with a particular focus on the literature on farmer livelihoods in
AFNs that has utilized the “value-added” approach. I critically assess
the merits of this approach before turning to the more holistic account
of livelihoods articulated in the “Sustainable Livelihoods Approach”
(SLA) (Scoones, 2009). Both scholars of AFNs and SLA have highlighted
the importance of understanding how multiple spatialities inﬂuence
farmer livelihoods, but researchers have yet to develop a comprehensive framework that highlights their co-implication for livelihood
strategies. By including an understanding of space, place, scale and
networks into SLA, I compare and analyze two case studies of AFNs in
Lithuania, and I demonstrate the explanatory potential of a Spatializing
Livelihoods Perspective.
2. Understanding value in alternative food networks
Scholarly research on AFNs emerged in tandem with the growing
importance of the “alternative” geographies of food in the 1990s
(Whatmore and Thorne, 1997), marking a shift away from the dominant theoretical perspective and intellectual focus in agri-food studies:
the globalized capitalist agri-food economy (see Buttel, 2001). While
research on the growing global corporate dominance of the food system
had produced signiﬁcant insights, Whatmore and Thorne (2004) argued
that it also reproduced a certain spatial imaginary, a totalizing account
of globalization, devoid of agency and perpetuating “a peculiarly
modernist geographical imagination that casts globalization as a colonization of surfaces” (235). This approach also failed to acknowledge
the signiﬁcance of AFNs that were proliferating on the local scale, or
operating with value hierarchies that challenged the dominance of
proﬁt maximization. In particular, scholars found that AFNs often operate by creating connections based on diverse values that enable political ecologies of care (Jarosz, 2011), consumer-citizenship (Lockie,
2009), social and spatial embeddedness (Hinrichs, 2000) or other forms
of sustainable consumption (Seyfang, 2006). However, the values that
AFNs cultivate may not always be seen as progressive (Holloway and
Kneafsey, 2000), and the connections formed through AFNs may be
strong and resilient, or weak and ephemeral (Follett, 2009).
Because of the novelty of AFNs, much scholarly research on them
has focused on the nature of the connections and relationships they
sustain, or the variety of forms of AFNs and their sustainability and
potential (Higgins et al., 2008; Marsden et al., 2000). Scholars have
questioned the assumption that AFNs consistently have the potential to
play a transformative role in the food system, and they have pointed out
that they may even cultivate neoliberal subjectivities (Harris, 2009).
Besides ﬁndings that show that farmers may have to participate in
conventional supply chains as well as AFNs (Sonnino and Marsden,
2006), less research has explicitly attempted to explicate the impact
that AFNs are having on farmer livelihoods. The ﬁndings that show
connections between AFNs and the regeneration of rural livelihoods
162
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activities on the environment.
In the late 1990s, SLA started gaining prominence in development
projects managed by the UK Department for International Development
in order to understand how interventions by organizations and institutions could harness or build upon existing assets (capitals) to produce sustainable outcomes (Scoones, 2009). Rather than assume a
priori that sustainable livelihoods could be achieved by applying certain technological ﬁxes or by introducing more market opportunities,
SLA involved researching existing livelihood strategies and understanding locally-based opportunities and constraints, based on the following questions:

impacts. National-scale farm statistics are also formulated in speciﬁc
ways and are underpinned by certain assumptions (Hill, 1998): informal networks may not be counted, and their impacts may be dramatically underestimated as a result. In addition, Renting et al. (2003)
did not disaggregate the sources of NVA, which is signiﬁcant because
the success of AFNs may be more related to government support than to
market demand. In another study examining the NVA of agriculture in
Latvia, researchers revealed that in some regions about 75% of NVA
came from subsidies for agriculture and that NVA from selling farm
products was actually decreasing over time (Melece and Prauliņš,
2010).
In their applications of a value-added approach, both Marsden et al.
(2000) and Renting et al. (2003) undertake a comparison with conventional forms of distribution: the farm gains value by doing something diﬀerently and presumably better than a conventional farm
would. This assumption is problematic, however, because not all farms
assume this trajectory (from conventional to alternative forms of production and distribution), and not all sectors have conventional distribution outlets. Moreover, questions remain about who does this extra
work and how the extra value and extra work is distributed throughout
the household. Competition between diﬀerent farming households is
also not captured by the NVA statistic. Finally, the exclusive focus on
the agricultural sector neglects important questions related to consumption: more value may be accumulating in agriculture, but this may
also be related to physical proximity to wealthy urban markets. As is
well-documented in the literature on AFNs, space and place inﬂuence
the formation and sustainability of AFNs (Aubry and Kebir, 2013; Selfa
and Qazi, 2005).
A more holistic framework is needed to take into account which
farming households successfully create and maintain AFNs. Individual
values may inspire some farmers to build local food systems and foster
community development. Some studies have demonstrated that farmers
who rely on AFNs may gain a low monetary return, but they continue
farming and marketing through AFNs because they experience nonmonetary forms of compensation (Jarosz, 2008; Sage, 2003). Clearly,
farmers have complex motivations, which cannot be reduced to economic concerns.
While values are signiﬁcant in AFNs, existing studies highlight the
necessity of access to a range of capital resources (Galt, 2013; Van Der
Ploeg et al., 2000). In his study on California CSAs, Galt (2013) found
that farmers with access to land rented at below market rates had
“landowner subsidies” that provided greater ﬂexibility and the possibility for higher earnings than those without such subsidies. Thus far,
scholars of AFNs have not provided a holistic account that integrates an
understanding of the resources necessary for farmers to form AFNs. In
the following section, I describe and analyze one such framework, the
Sustainable Livelihoods Approach (SLA).

Given a particular context (of policy setting, politics, history, agroecology and socio-economic conditions), what combination of livelihood
resources (diﬀerent types of ‘capital’) result in the ability to follow what
combination of livelihood strategies (agricultural intensiﬁcation/extensiﬁcation, livelihood diversiﬁcation and migration) with what outcomes? Of particular interest are the institutional processes (embedded within a matrix of formal and informal institutions and
organisations) which mediate the ability to carry out such strategies and
achieve (or not) such outcomes.
Scoones, 1998, 3
In SLA applications, the various capitals were deﬁned broadly: social
capital included social networks and relationships of trust; natural capital encompassed resource endowments; access to ﬁnancial capital
meant access to savings, income and credit; physical capital included
infrastructure, buildings, etc.; human capital was considered to mean
skills, knowledge, labor (Brocklesby and Fisher, 2003). Particular attention was paid to the institutional context, because this is where
development interventions occurred.
As SLA became more popular, so did its variations. Fig. 1 provides a
typical representation of SLA used in a study to identify interventions
that could enhance the livelihoods of women farmers in Tanzania
(McCoy et al., 2013). McCoy et al. (2013) concluded that given the
speciﬁc vulnerability context interventions into structures and processes,
such as increasing access to agricultural extension, could improve livelihood outcomes. Faced with a certain vulnerability context, people
depend on assets to build livelihood strategies that can have a variety of
outcomes. Because policies, institutions, and processes inﬂuence and
shape who has access to assets, they are also possible sites for development interventions (Allison and Horemans, 2006).
b. Theorizing livelihoods approaches: Moving beyond reductionist
applications
As the use of the SLA framework increased in development projects,
variations of the framework developed. However, the focus remained
on economic outcomes and instrumental interventions at the local
scale. As a result, SLA has become the focus of several critiques
(Scoones, 2009), including that: (1) a focus on the local has led to the
lack of engagement with processes of globalization; (2) the absence of
attention to power and politics and the vagueness of the category of
“contexts” has produced an incomplete account of signiﬁcant inﬂuences
over livelihoods; (3) with its local and short-term focus, SLA has failed
to address broader processes of agrarian change.
Researchers in a variety of disciplines have been working to address
these critiques and to further hone SLA and livelihoods approaches more
broadly (Carr, 2015). By bringing attention to the gendered nature of
power relations, feminist researchers have argued that farming households may pool livelihood assets to greater or lesser extents, but they
should not be understood as homogeneous units with similarly homogeneous interests and values (Bellows et al., 2015; Oberhauser et al.,
2004; Razavi, 2003). The household is a site of multiple rationalities and
values that may not coalesce around livelihood strategies.
In development studies, recent research has attempted to integrate a
more complex analysis of institutions into livelihoods research

3. Sustainable livelihoods
a. Contexts, Institutions, Capitals
The Sustainable Livelihoods Approach was developed as a framework to take a holistic account of the multiple, complex factors that
shape livelihood strategies and to understand the implications that
these livelihood practices have for sustainable development (Chambers
and Conway, 1992; Scoones, 1998, 2009). In this framework, a livelihood was deﬁned as comprising “the capabilities, assets (stores, resources, claims and access) and activities required for a means of living;
a livelihood is sustainable which can cope with and recover from stress
and shocks, maintain or enhance its capabilities and assets, and provide
sustainable livelihood opportunities for the next generation; and which
contributes net beneﬁts to other livelihoods at the local and global levels and in the short and long term” (Chambers and Conway, 1992, 6).
This deﬁnition clearly tried to go beyond economistic deﬁnitions of
livelihood, while integrating an analysis of the impact of economic
163
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Fig. 1. The Sustainable Livelihoods Framework adapted for women farmers in Iringa, Tanzania. Key: H = human capital; N = natural capital; F = ﬁnancial capital; S = social capital; P
= physical capital; NR = natural resources (McCoy et al., 2013).
McCoy SI, Ralph LJ, Wilson W, Padian NS (2013) Alcohol Production as an Adaptive Livelihood Strategy for Women Farmers in Tanzania and Its Potential for Unintended Consequences
on Women’s Reproductive Health. PLoS ONE8(3): e59343. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0059343 Copyright (2013) by McCoy et al. This ﬁgure is from an open-access article
distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License, which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original author and
source are credited.

2011; McCusker and Carr, 2006), researchers studying AFNs have also
highlighted the importance of multiple spatialities (Goodman et al.,
2012; Mount, 2012; Selfa and Qazi, 2005). Nevertheless, an understanding of how multiple spatialities inﬂuence farmer livelihoods has
yet to be developed. Given the weaknesses of the “value-added” approach to the study of farmer livelihoods in AFNs, in this section I explain how a Spatializing Livelihoods Perspective (SLP) could harness
the holistic potential of SLA while addressing its critiques (see Fig. 2). I
focus on the case of diverging outcomes for farmers participating in
AFNs in Lithuania to answer the following questions: (1) Given a particular context shaped by networks (Murdoch, 2000), space (Massey,
2005), place (Cadieux and Hurley, 2011; Massey, 1994), scalar relations (Delaney and Leitner, 1997; Perreault, 2008; Sheppard and
McMaster, 2008), sociospatial diﬀerence (Sheppard, 2002), and a
combination of values, rationalities and livelihood assets (natural,
physical, human, ﬁnancial, social capital), what are the general outcomes for farmers and their households who rely on AFNs as a livelihood strategy?; and (2) How can SLP help account for variegated livelihood outcomes?
A possible explanation of variegated outcomes rests in household
access to a variety of co-constituting and relational assets, or “capitals,”
whether they be natural, physical, human, ﬁnancial or social (Fig. 2).
The various forms of capital are often co-constituting: the reproduction
of capitalist society occurs through social and economic means because
social capital can enable access to and the expansion of ﬁnancial capital
(see Lee et al., 2005, who draw upon Bourdieu, 1984, 1999).

(Jakimow, 2013), or to understand the changing relationship between
capitals in a process-oriented SLA (Knutsson and Ostwald, 2006). While
not always engaging the SLA directly, political ecology research on livelihoods provides useful conceptualizations to address processes of
agrarian change. Batterbury’s (2001) research in Southwest Niger
draws attention to everyday practices and relations within and between
households and underscores the dynamic, material production of
landscapes. Further honing our understanding of power, McCusker and
Carr’s (2006) research highlights how power relations shape the coproduction of land-use change and livelihoods.
Building upon these contributions, a closer attention to the relationships between multiple spatialities and livelihoods has the potential to address Scoones’ critiques (2009). In fact, King (2011) argues
that livelihoods analyses and interventions must be spatialized, because
access to resources and social networks are fundamentally spatial
questions. Furthermore, the importance of place, scale, and networks is
highlighted by Bebbington, who writes “any discussion of place and
livelihood must also be infused with concerns for scale and network”
(2003, 302). While livelihoods scholars have highlighted the importance of spatialities, researchers have yet to develop a framework
that integrates multiple spatialities and highlights their co-implication
for livelihoods strategies.
4. Multiple Spatialities of Rural Livelihoods in Lithuania
Like livelihoods scholars (Bebbington, 2003; Carr, 2015; King,
164
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Space:
Dynamics of uneven development forged
by capital Ňows; MulƟple trajectories of
sociospaƟal change; MobiliƟes; Trade

Livelihood resources/
raƟonaliƟes/values of
household
members
Place:
MeeƟng point of the
dynamics of culture,
environment, society;
Rural places of
producƟon and urban
places of consumpƟon

H
N

F
S

Livelihood
strategies:

Livelihood
outcomes:

Networks:

- Increased
income
- Expanded
reproducƟon
- Greater wellbeing
- More
sustainable use
of resources

- AlternaƟve food
networks
- ConvenƟonal food
networks

Capitalist/noncapitalist
pracƟces:

P

- Subsistence food
producƟon
- Wage employment
- MigraƟon

MulƟscalar relaƟons:
Dynamics of global, EU, naƟonal,
local relaƟons; policies, subsidies,
regulaƟons, standards

Networks:
Supply networks for energy and
other inputs

A SpaƟalizing Livelihoods
PerspecƟve

Fig. 2. A Spatializing Livelihoods Perspective shows the livelihood resources (H = human capital; N = natural capital; F = ﬁnancial capital; S = social capital; P = physical capital),
rationalities, and values of a household in a sociospatial context. AFNs are just one of many livelihood strategies used by the household.

time, analyses of network formations spanned geography’s diverse
subﬁelds, from global production networks in economic geography
(Henderson et al., 2002) to social movement networks in political
geography. The common feature of these diverse network-oriented
approaches is attention to the explanatory potential of relations as opposed to individual regions, ﬁrms, groups, persons or other entities. For
example, scholars of rural development argue that the spatial properties
of networks productively reveal linkages between the rural and the
urban (Murdoch, 2000; Renting et al., 2003; Venn et al., 2006). Thus,
network concepts challenge the traditional notions of bounded and selfcontained rural places implied in rural development policy (Murdoch,
2000). For livelihoods approaches, a focus on networks helps address
the critique that livelihoods have too often been studied as bounded
and situated in speciﬁc places.
The networks in which the livelihoods of agricultural rural households are embedded stretch upstream and downstream, from input
suppliers of seeds, fertilizer and fossil fuels, to the agro-processing
sector, distributers and wholesalers that purchase raw materials from
farmers. Historically, as agrarian political economists have demonstrated, farming households have been situated in a disadvantageous
position within both input and output supply networks (Goodman et al.,
1987; Guthman, 2004; Kautsky, 1988). As value-generating activities
moved oﬀ the farm in increasingly complex relationships, farming
households lost control over what have become increasingly globalizing
food networks (Goodman and Watts, 1997). The impetus behind forging and supporting AFNs has been to provide an alternative incomegenerating strategy, but AFNs are also networks that require relationship-building with consumers in urban centers (Jarosz, 2008). In Fig. 2,
income-generating activities include AFNs, while other supply networks
link farming households with inputs. In Lithuania, AFNs have been
important income-generating networks for rural households since the
Soviet era (Mincyte, 2009). For example, in the 1990s, small-scale dairy
farmers turned to AFNs despite the informal status of these networks
and their precarious legality (Mincyte, 2011, 2012). They gained consumer support because these network formations have a long local
history, and going to the market is part of material culture in the region
(Blumberg, 2015).

Nonetheless, social capital can also be a burden in AFNs: networks of
reciprocity can be coercive just as much as they can be beneﬁcial for
those involved. In addition, assets are spatially-based, and their spatial
characteristics can be understood by employing the concepts of networks, space, place and scale.
An analysis of these multiple spatialities is important because each
spatiality is an abstraction that delineates one dimension of sociospatial
processes (Jessop et al., 2008). For example, in order to examine why
certain rural households succeeded in maintaining AFNs, an exclusive
focus on networks would neglect the signiﬁcance of scalar relations that
impact Lithuanian farmers in multiple ways through subsidies and food
safety regulations. Scholars have critiqued the tendency in geographic
research to focus on one dimension of spatiality, whether it be place or
scale or networks (Jessop et al., 2008; Leitner et al., 2008). As Jessop
et al. (2008) argue, “attempts to establish the primacy of a given sociospatial dimension tend to expand its analytical and empirical scope
to encompass an ever broadening range of phenomena” (391). By examining the co-implication of multiple spatialities, it is possible to gain
a more nuanced perspective on processes of globalization, power and
politics (Leitner et al., 2008). Multiple spatialities provide a multidimensional perspective to the category of “contexts” used in SLA, and
because geographers recognize space is always in process, SLP has the
potential to address broader processes of agrarian change.
In the following paragraphs I deﬁne each spatiality used in SLP by
providing an abridged conceptual lineage in geographic thought and by
explaining how it elucidates certain features of rural livelihoods in
Lithuania, thereby creating the foundation for a more nuanced livelihoods framework. In particular, I highlight the important features of
each concept that can be applied to analyzing agricultural livelihoods in
AFNs.
a. Networks
While network concepts are not new and even date back to Georg
Simmel’s sociological work in the early 1900s (Scott and Carrington,
2011), network formations only became an important focus of social
science research in the last decades of the twentieth century. At the
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c. Place

b. Space

Farmers’ markets are places that are almost synonymous with AFNs
in Lithuania and elsewhere (Åsebø et al., 2007; Connell et al., 2008;
Hinrichs, 2000; Holloway and Kneafsey, 2000; Kirwan, 2004; Sage,
2007). In many countries, including the US and the UK, farmers’ markets are considered to be places of “reconnection” where the trajectories that have shaped local producers’ livelihoods and consumer
practices come together and where personal interactions based on trust
are fostered (Kneafsey et al., 2008). This contrasts with other retail
places, such as supermarkets, which cater to conventional supply
chains. Both farmers’ markets and supermarkets are places that I understand as meeting points for the diﬀerent trajectories that make up
space. I deﬁne places as “conjunctures of trajectories” where “the successions of meetings, the accumulation of weavings and encounters
build up a history” (Massey, 2005, 139). Places can be diﬀerentiated by
both the distinctiveness of these encounters and through the trajectories
that constitute space. Some places of agri-food production, which in
Lithuania are mostly rural farmsteads or villages, may have strong relationships with urban markets, either by virtue of proximity or by
other characteristics, such as an imagined connection that includes
these places under the “local” scale (see Aubry and Kebir, 2013; Harris,
2010). For the purposes of this analysis, I pay particular attention to
what I call places of production, the farms or rural areas where agricultural production takes place, and places of consumption, the meeting
points for farmers and consumers in AFNs, such as farmers’ markets.
These places are especially important for AFNs because farms are places
where livelihoods are made through the use of capitals, and farmers’
markets are among the most signiﬁcant AFNs. Moreover, because of the
transactions that occur in places like farmers’ markets, they are also
regulated places.
Having access to farmers’ markets or other places of consumption
helps farmers enhance their capital assets, especially their social and
ﬁnancial capital. However, access is not enough to guarantee patronage: places such as farmers’ markets are also where farmers compete with each other for customers. An open and unbounded understanding of place does not imply that attempts to bound place by
restricting trajectories do not occur. For example, in some cases only
certain farmers (local, organic) may gain permission to sell at farmers’
markets, but attempts to bound place are not always successful. In
Lithuanian public markets, where many farmers who market through
AFNs sell their goods, competition from resellers is a regular phenomenon (Blumberg, 2015). However, both local and national governments
have recently supported the creation of exclusively farmers’ markets,
thereby increasing the number of places for farmers to reach urban
consumers.

The inclusion of network formation in SLP helps unbound the local
by linking rural livelihoods with the livelihoods of distant urban consumers and showing how they are inextricably bound together.
However, the concept of network formations does not provide a suﬃcient explanation for other phenomena, such as why some farmers can
maintain proﬁtable AFNs while others cannot or why AFNs ﬂourish at
some times and not at others. For these explanations it is useful to turn
to Doreen Massey’s conceptualization of space as a multiplicity of trajectories, which are themselves composed of practices, networks, discourses, representations, and material ﬂows, from the cultural to the
biophysical (Massey, 2005). The heterogeneous multiplicity of trajectories that make space are infused with power relations or what Massey
calls, power-geometries. Although space and time are “mutually imbricated” (Massey, 2005, 125), and therefore, like time, space is always
in process and changing, power-geometries may persist and produce
uneven spatial relationships that impact livelihoods for rural producers.
Since the 1980s, Lithuania has experienced turning points in its
spatial relationships due to shifting power-geometries from the Soviet
to the European Union eras. Until the 1980s, Soviet development produced the Lithuanian SSR as materially interconnected and interdependent with the rest of the USSR. In the agricultural sector,
Lithuania’s dairy sector exported milk products, while fossil fuels
ﬂowed into the country from other Soviet republics. Despite these
ﬁrmly entrenched material ties, the Lithuanian independence movement tried to reorient trajectories, both material and immaterial, towards the West. Following independence, political and cultural ties
with the West increased, but economic ties remained strong with
Russia, especially in the agri-food sector.
The transition of the 1990s and EU accession reoriented spatial
relationships, augmenting the trajectories across space that tied
Lithuania to European Union states, but not severing ties with the East,
an important export market for agricultural goods as well as the major
source of oil and gas. Indeed, the power-geometries that shape
Lithuania’s agri-food sector have emanated from Brussels and Moscow,
with EU subsidies, directives and regulations shaping rural livelihoods,
while conversely, the impacts of Russian economic crises or embargoes
have sent shockwaves throughout the agri-food sector. While embargoes may seem remote to farmers who market through local AFNs, by
restricting export opportunities, they may increase the ﬂow of goods
seeking markets and lead to depressed prices in local marketplaces.
Besides the political motivation to reorient spatial relationships
away from Russia, EU integration also spurred economic growth as both
state and private capital ﬂowed to the new member states. After 2004,
Lithuania’s Gross Domestic Product (GDP) growth rate reached double
digits, but in 2008, it had declined to 2% from a high of 11% in 2007
(World Bank, 2016). In 2009, the onset of the ﬁnancial crisis spurred
GDP contraction by about 14% (World Bank, 2016). In short, the ﬁnancial crisis brought a dramatic shift in the trajectories of capital
ﬂows, thereby remaking relations across space and causing a budget
crisis for the Lithuanian state. Despite riots and protests, severe austerity measures were implemented under the auspices of “internal devaluation” (wage cuts to increase competitiveness of exports) (Sommers
and Woolfson, 2014). While pensions and public sector wages were cut
up to 30% and the Value Added Tax (VAT) was increased to 21%,
contestation and opposition helped stop the implementation of even
harsher austerity measures.
Resistance was also expressed through increased rates of labor
outmigration to Western Europe (Juska and Woolfson, 2015), and a
renewed interest in Lithuanian-made products, including food. While
the ﬁnancial crisis adversely aﬀected agricultural livelihoods in Lithuania, it also led to shifts in consumer and state support for AFNs. For
example, state institutions helped create new places of consumption for
AFNs, speciﬁcally farmers’ markets. Discourses that reevaluated the
importance of the local played a part in remaking spatial relationships.

d. Scale
The creation of these marketplaces has been the product of relations
between local, national, and even supranational scales that shape the
functioning of AFNs. Although geographic scholarship on scalar relations historically prioritized studying economic inﬂuences, geographers
have shown that scales are also socially constructed, discursively reproduced and subject to political, economic and social contestation
(Agnew, 1994; Delaney and Leitner, 1997; Kaiser and Nikiforova, 2008;
Perreault, 2008). Analyzing scalar relations by taking into consideration these multiple dimensions does not entail abandoning a political
economy approach; indeed, the cultural political economy creates and
implements capital accumulation strategies (Jessop and Sum, 2006).
Although the “local” scale is frequently equated with AFNs, scholarly literature has perpetuated a reiﬁed and homogenous notion of the
local scale. Only recently have scholars begun to critically examine the
processes and actors involved in constructing the local (Mount, 2012).
Indeed, the social construction of the local scale can be critical for
farmers in AFNs seeking to market their produce as local (Selfa and
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Fig. 3. Eva, 2004–2008: Shifting scalar relations and ﬂows across space remake livelihood possibilities for Eva’s household following EU accession (H = human capital; N = natural
capital; F = ﬁnancial capital; S = social capital; P = physical capital).

outcomes that farmers who participate in AFNs have had in Lithuania. I
have chosen to focus on two households, that of Morta and Eva
(pseudonyms). For Morta, AFNs have provided a source of livelihood
that has even enabled expanded reproduction; for Eva, by contrast,
AFNs enabled expanded reproduction, but only for a few years. These
households have certain commonalities. Both farmers were middleaged women with school-aged children when I interviewed them, and
they were both supporting their households through farming. Both
gained their farms in the 1990s, during the time when collective farms
were privatized and land was restituted, and in the 2000s they applied
for and obtained organic certiﬁcation. I have chosen these households
as my case studies not only because of these important similarities, but
also because the households are diﬀerent in signiﬁcant ways. For example, while Morta’s farm is considered mid-scale (50–100 hectares),
Eva’s farm is small-scale (less than 20 hectares). In the following sections I use information I gathered during interviews and participant
observation in their AFNs at various points from 2010 to 2013 to demonstrate how SLP explains their livelihood trajectories.

Qazi, 2005). As Selfa and Qazi demonstrate, the construction of the
local cannot be assumed: it is itself an ongoing achievement (2005).
Because there is nothing ecologically or socially just about the local
scale (Born and Purcell, 2006), conventional food networks or agribusinesses may also stake claims to the local scale, leading to contestation
and negotiation over what is included under the aegis of the local scale
(Guptill and Wilkins, 2002). However important the local scale may be
for AFNs, scales are relational and should not be examined in isolation
(Brenner, 2001; Mansﬁeld, 2005). For example, in the practice of alternative food politics, the local scale is often situated in opposition to
the global scale of transnational agribusiness. This simplistic binary
opposition does not consider how the restructuring of agri-food systems
at the global scale materializes in a variegated manner, partially because such restructuring is mediated by institutions and regulatory
frameworks on national and sub-national scales (Hart, 2002).
The case of AFNs and rural livelihoods in Lithuania demonstrates
how scalar construction and relationality is an ongoing and contested
process. For example, EU accession involved implementing new food
safety standards that marginalized some producers who market through
AFNs (Mincyte, 2011). Throughout EU accession and after integration,
political elites mobilized a unidirectional scalar discourse of Europeanization that reproduced an understanding that subordinated the national scale and gave little ﬂexibility for national institutions to shape
food and agricultural policy. As Jessop and Oosterlynck (2008) have
argued, “discourses are most powerful where they operate across many
sites and scales and can establish and connect local hegemonies into a
more encompassing hegemonic project” (1160). Such a unidirectional
discourse of Europeanization served local hegemonies by hastening EU
integration. While EU integration beneﬁted some, the implementation
of the Common Agricultural Policy also generated new inequalities in
rural landscapes and furthered neoliberalization in rural Lithuania.

a. Eva (Figs. 3 and 4)
Eva, her husband and two children have a small-scale farm, and like
other rural residents, they have always farmed organically on a subsistence basis and have learned about agriculture through this experience, thereby continuously enhancing their human capital. With
European Union accession in 2004 Eva decided to certify her farm as
organic and to start farming vegetables on a more commercial basis.
Eva valued organic agriculture, but she also viewed organic farming as
a legitimated livelihood strategy, due to the support provided by EU
subsidies. Inputs needed for organic farming were more expensive, but
the subsidies provided by the national state and the European Union
still allowed her to accumulate ﬁnancial capital and invest in her farm.
She built two new greenhouses, thereby augmenting her existing physical capital. She also took out a loan to buy a tractor, something that
became easier after EU accession and the ﬂow of capital into the

5. Making a livelihood through alternative food networks
In the following sections, I apply SLP to analyze the divergent
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The 2008 global ﬁnancial crisis and subsequent austerity measures
marked a turning point for Eva’s livelihood and her AFN (see Fig. 4). For
Eva, the impact of the ﬁnancial crisis and subsequent austerity measures
were palpable in places of consumption, speciﬁcally the farmers’ market. She
explained: “Like, the sales dropped, and that's it. You were counting your
income, that per month you will get, say, those four thousand (litas), and
that you will pay your bills and you will survive. And now you see, the sales
have dropped, and you don't collect such an amount.” Although she still had
her clients, they did not buy as much as they used to and they started to
haggle over prices: “They come, but they buy in smaller amounts. And now,
for example, you can’t keep the price at two litas. Last year, the year before
last, the year before last year, potatoes used to cost up to three litas [per
kilogram], nobody would ask, if it's expensive. Nobody said anything. And
now you sell a potato for one litas and a half, and they haggle with their
eyes all wide.” The pressure to set lower prices also increased the necessity
to sell more, which meant trying to cover more markets. Eva’s goal was to
maximize her income, not her proﬁt (see Chayanov, 1986). Therefore, in a
period when prices were falling, she was pressured to work more.
Already at the beginning of the 2011 growing season, it was clear
that prices would not be rising, despite the fact that Lithuania’s
economy was now growing again. The human capital of Eva’s farm had
also declined. Her husband found a full-time job and one child left to
look for a job in Western Europe after graduating from high school. For
Eva’s household livelihood strategies, the ﬁnancial crisis and its aftermath was the turning point. Decreasing purchasing power reconﬁgured
livelihood outcomes for farmers. The changes in scalar relations that had
brought subsidies for organic farmers following EU accession were insuﬃcient to cover her losses in Lithuania’s post-crisis economy.
Moreover, the lack of human capital in her household made fulﬁlling all
her tasks diﬃcult. Her natural capital (organic vegetables) was unfortunately easily replaceable at the market with homegrown, conventionally-grown, or imported produce. Faced with this situation, Eva
ultimately decided to stop marketing through AFNs and start looking
for a full-time job, although she did not abandon farming altogether.
In Eva’s case, SLP helps explain how a shifting sociospatial context

country increased. As capital ﬂowed into the country, consumer
spending increased, as did capabilities to purchase more expensive,
certiﬁed organic food (see Fig. 3).
According to Eva, for small-scale organic vegetable growers, access
to marketplaces matters signiﬁcantly. She emphasized that there was no
alternative but to market produce directly to consumers in the capital,
Vilnius. She had the advantage of being able to participate in a small
weekly farmers market in Vilnius that was only for certiﬁed organic
farms, making it an exclusive place. Although she had tried to sell in a
local farmers’ market closer to her village, as well as in a market in
another city, she preferred to drive to Vilnius where people were prepared to pay more for certiﬁed organic produce. Vilnius was a city
where she could connect with consumers who valued her produce. It
was where she built the social capital needed for her AFN.
Other places of consumption, like supermarkets, were not available
retail outlets for her produce. She explained that in her experience, supermarkets would only buy organic produce at the same prices that they
purchased conventional produce. Moreover, working with supermarkets
required human and social capital that she did not have. One farmer she
knew had the available assets to work with supermarkets, but this farmer
continued to market through AFNs as well. AFNs allowed farmers to get
cash directly. Although a variety of organic specialty shops started to
appear in Vilnius, particularly after EU accession, selling to those stores
was also not a viable possibility for Eva. She explained: “Oh, those ‘eco’
stores… they are just resellers. They only want to take your certiﬁcate.
They’ll order vegetables from you… but only half a kilogram of radishes
per week. So what kind of selling is this?” Products sold in stores were
also assessed a value-added tax of 18% at the time (currently 21%). This,
in addition to the store’s surcharge, made fresh produce signiﬁcantly
more expensive than the same produce at a nearby farmers’ market.
Although it may appear irrelevant for AFNs, tax policy formulated at the
national scale has clearly shaped places of consumption for AFNs.
For Eva, sales through AFNs provided her family with a sustainable
livelihood from 2004 until 2008 (see Fig. 3). She was hopeful and optimistic about her farm at the end of this period.
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Fig. 4. Eva, 2009–2011: After the ﬁnancial crisis, Eva’s business through AFNs declines, as shifting multiscalar relations and ﬂows across space impact places of consumption (H =
human capital; N = natural capital; F = ﬁnancial capital; S = social capital; P = physical capital).
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production, she needed to develop a greater diversity of products to
entice customers. Through trial and error she learned to make cheese,
and she developed over 30 of her own recipes.
In 2008 her dairy business beneﬁted from changed national regulations and policies, which made AFNs easier to form for farmers
selling dairy products and encouraged the formation of farmers’ markets (see Fig. 6). Although these changes started before the eﬀects of the
global ﬁnancial crisis were felt in Lithuania, they were spurred by another crisis that was also global: the falling price of milk that sent
ripples of protests throughout the EU. Lithuanian dairy farmers also
protested, not by spilling milk on ﬁelds as farmers did in other parts of
the EU, but by giving it away for free. Spurred to action by consumer
support for local farmers, government oﬃcials eventually endorsed the
creation of farmers’ markets and eased regulations for farmers who sell
dairy products directly to consumers in small quantities. Scalar discourses had shifted in tandem with the government’s acknowledgement
of the need for revived national accumulation strategies.
Although Morta’s farm was not directly aﬀected because she was not
selling milk from dairy cows, she beneﬁted from the changing regulations and policies, which led to new places of consumption (more
farmers’ markets) in Lithuania’s urban centers. Although consumption
was aﬀected by reduced purchasing power, the ﬁnancial crisis also
sparked renewed demand for local food. Morta was positioned to
market her unique products at multiple new places of consumption.
But Morta also had loans to repay and so she expanded her production and product variety, and she started marketing in diﬀerent
cities and specialty shops. Although she sold some of her cheese to
supermarkets, she preferred to sell at farmers’ markets. She explained:
“if I sell myself, I interact with people, I know what they want, and
what I can oﬀer them. I can always manage to supply what is needed. In
the big supermarkets the cheese can sit on the shelves for a week among
lots of other diﬀerent cheese; in contrast, in the market the customer
knows she can get something that is fresh.” Furthermore, she added that
her product was expensive for local consumers and will never be made
in the quantities necessary to make selling at supermarkets a viable
option. Therefore, the farmers’ market functioned as a distinctive place
of consumption.
Morta planned to expand her business to include agro-tourism and
she also started looking for export opportunities for her cheese.
Throughout the ﬁnancial crisis and its aftermath she had maintained
her prices, despite the fact that her input prices increased. She explained that local people could not aﬀord to pay more. After cultivating
local social capital, she started doing the same abroad by participating in
international trade shows. AFNs thus enabled Morta’s livelihood to
move from simple to expanded reproduction, but the success of her AFN
has depended on an ever shifting sociospatial context. She expanded
her production with the help of EU rural development funding before
changes in food safety regulations allowed her to market directly to
consumers in more farmers’ markets. As a result, she had an opportunity to sell her goat’s milk and cheese products at a time when few other
farmers oﬀered such products. In short she had limited competition.
She maintained that her current livelihood is sustainable, but the
pressure of her loans has encouraged her to seek out even new places
where she could sell her products.

inﬂuenced available assets and livelihood outcomes. Each spatiality
highlights a particular dimension related to the success or failure of
AFNs in securing livelihoods: place, networks, scale and space are coimplicated in complex ways in the maintenance of Eva’s livelihood. SLP
demonstrates under which conditions AFNs encourage the creation of
NVA, and conversely, the sociospatial context in which added value
gets eroded.
The diﬃculty that Eva encountered was not universal, even during
the ﬁnancial crisis. For other farmers, AFNs provided the opportunity to
maintain simple reproduction or pursue expanded reproduction. In the
following section, I analyze one case in which AFNs enabled expanded
reproduction by drawing attention to the speciﬁcity of the assets involved. For example, dairy cattle, in contrast to vegetable plots, are not
something to which urbanites in Lithuania have easy access. Dairy
products can also be processed, making a truly value-added product
that is simultaneously valued by urban consumers. However, it is important to note that producing a value-added product does not necessarily mean that a higher return on investments is received, as I
discuss below. Although dairy production in Lithuania is seasonal,
especially on small-scale farms (cows usually calve in the late winter/
early spring and are dry for two months beforehand), it is an important
livelihood strategy because it can provide an income for most of the
year. The materiality of natural capital is intimately related to the seasonality of the place of production, which in turn provides ﬁnancial
capital on a regular basis. However, as the milk price crisis that started
in 2008 demonstrated, this regularity is a product of sociospatiality,
which, by deﬁnition, is always also in process and subject to change.
b. Morta (Figs. 5 and 6)
In the early 1990s, Morta lived in Vilnius, where she completed a
university education, but she had dreams of starting her own farm. She
traded in her restituted farmland for land that was closer to densely
populated urban centers and had easy access to a major highway. Still,
she faced obstacles in realizing her dreams because the property had no
house, and no access to electricity or water. With loans and money
saved by working abroad, she ﬁnally established a farm in the late
1990s, with the help of one other adult family member. Due to the fact
that her soil was not fertile, she decided to raise goats for milk and
meat, which was unusual at the time.
Once her farm was established, Morta had diﬃculty selling her milk
and meat because she could not meet food safety requirements for onfarm processing that were implemented in the run-up to EU accession.
Besides on-farm processing, there were few if any conventional networks through which she could sell her dairy or meat products. It was
not until she was able to submit a project for partial ﬁnancing (50%)
through EU rural development funding that she was able to build her
own processing unit and receive all the approvals needed from the State
Food and Veterinary Service to make cheese. In her situation, shifting
scalar relations determined both the standards her farm had to comply
with and the ﬁnancing she was able to secure to meet those requirements. Scalar discourses that reproduced both the inevitably of EU integration, and the need for prospective new member states to adhere to
EU accession objectives helped enforce an understanding that EU regulations needed to be adopted quickly and strictly.
EU accession could be analyzed as a shift in scalar relations, but it
also produced changing ﬂows across space; in particular, increased
ﬂows of capital to Lithuania helped ﬁnance the costs of rural development projects not covered by EU funding. For Morta, securing
funding also required signiﬁcant human and social capital. As researchers have demonstrated, the complexity of EU funding has even
fostered the development of a “project class” to help farmers complete
the paperwork (Kovách and Kučerová, 2006).
With new processing possibilities, her herd grew to include over 500
goats (not all of which are milked at the same time). As her natural
capital grew, she also enhanced her human capital. With increasing milk

6. Conclusion
In January of 2015 Lithuania joined the eurozone, symbolically
marking yet another step towards its arrival in Europe and formally
recognizing that Lithuania had managed to overcome the worst eﬀects
of the ﬁnancial/austerity crisis. This linear transition narrative of
continuous “progress,” while critiqued by scholars since the 1990s, is
nonetheless a part of everyday life for some Lithuanians, if not for the
majority. The linear progress narrative is just one of the multiple trajectories that make space; it is one that sees emerging AFNs as viable
rural development pathway, mirroring the new European rural
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Fig. 5. Morta, 2004–2007: Up until 2007, limited numbers of places of consumption and new regulations aﬀect possibilities for the growth of AFNs (H = human capital; N = natural
capital; F = ﬁnancial capital; S = social capital; P = physical capital).
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Fig. 6. Morta, 2008–2013: After national regulations are changed and a supportive policy is introduced, Morta experienced expanded reproduction through AFNs (H = human capital;
N = natural capital; F = ﬁnancial capital; S = social capital; P = physical capital).

Lithuania, where direct marketing thrived even in the Soviet era, AFNs
are limited because of their sociospatial context. A small number of
high income earners in urban areas, or places of consumption, means
that Morta and similar farmers service a small but competitive

development paradigm that has already been thriving in Western
Europe (Van Der Ploeg et al., 2000).
My perspective on AFNs and their rural development potential is
more modest (Goodman, 2004); despite their historical prominence in
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marketplace. Since the ﬁnancial crisis, more large-scale farmers have
also started selling through AFNs, creating even more competition for
small-scale producers. AFNs are also enabled by the shifting sociospatial context. For example, changes in national food hygiene regulations were instrumental in improving Morta’s livelihood outcomes
by making it easier for farmers to sell food of animal origin at farmers’
markets. In order to create a viable AFN, access to a place of consumption was needed, as were changes in scalar relations.
Spatializing livelihoods requires going beyond a “value-added” approach to the study of the impacts of participating in AFNs for farmer
livelihoods. In this article, I outlined weaknesses of the value-added
approach, and I examined the possible insights that could be gained by
using a Sustainable Livelihoods Approach to the study of AFNs. The
concept of livelihoods, as applied in development studies, has not been
used in European rural development research or more broadly in the
Global North (Anderson, 2008). Nevertheless, as Anderson (2008)
notes, a livelihood is a “worthwhile aspiration for workers in any
country, not only those that are ‘developing’” (594).
However, one of the problems with SLA has been its restrictive focus
on the local scale, and neglect of the dynamics operating at the global
scale. SLP helps account for global-scale processes, as well as how they
are mediated by national policies. Livelihood assets are also not static:
maintaining and developing social, human, physical, and natural capital requires eﬀort. However, eﬀort may not be suﬃcient in changing
sociospatial circumstances. This was evident in Eva’s case. AFNs failed
to provide a sustainable livelihood when the ﬁnancial crisis impacted
purchasing power. In summary, a SLP provides insights into the multiple factors that shape livelihood strategies and livelihood outcomes.
At a time when AFNs are gaining greater prominence in policy circles, a
SLP helps explain who beneﬁts from AFNs and why.
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